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The following remarks substantially repeat the remarks made in response to the 
FINAL Office Action mailed June 26, 2008. In that previous submission, however, 
Applicant made some minor claim amendments to correct issues under 35 U.S.C. § 
112, second paragraph. Unfortunately, that led the Examiner to mail an Advisory Action 
refusing to enter the amendment, and stating that the amendments changed the scope 
of the claims. The undersigned tried to call the Examiner to explain that the 
amendments were only to address the 112, second paragraph issues. However, the 
undersigned did not reach the Examiner and instead left him a voice message. To date, 
the Examiner has not returned that call. 

On a substantive basis, the FINAL Office Action rejected claims 1-7, 9-15, and 
17-23 under U.S.C. 102(b) as allegedly being anticipated by Kaneko et al. 
(2001/0020230). Applicant submits that those rejections should be overturned. 



Sir: 



Among the rejected claims, claims 1, 9, and 17 are independent. Claims 9 and 
17 are rejected on the same basis as claim 1. Therefore, remarks are provided 
regarding to patentability of the independent claim 1. These distinguishing remarks are 
equally applicable to claims 9 and 17 as well. 

The FINAL Office Action (page 4) stated that the classifying step (i.e., classifying 
the rematched demand data into a plurality of classified demand data records according 
to at least one attribute of the at least one product and the at least one customer 
corresponding thereto) is disclosed by Kaneko in paragraph [0066], and "the classified 
demand data having different priorities" is disclosed by Kaneko in paragraph [0097]. 

In addition, the Office Action (page 21) states that 'Databases store information 
and by nature through storage they classify the information that is contained. 
Therefore, the data that is inputted is classified' and The second matching operation is 
construed as the second calculating step in figure 6, S120'. 

Independent claim 1 recites: 

1 . A computer-implemented method of matching customer 
demand with a manufacturer supply of products from plurality of factory 
facilities, comprising using a computer to perform the steps of: 

inputting demand data for a demand of at least one product 
requested by at least one customer and supply data corresponding to 
the production capacity of the factory facilities; 

performing a first matching operation to match the demand data 
with the supply data to obtain a first demand-supply matching result; 

collecting rematched demand data corresponding to a portion of 
the demand unsatisfied by the first matching operation from the demand 
data and collecting rematched supply data corresponding to a portion of 
the unused capacity in the first matching operation from the supply data; 

classifying the rematched demand data into a plurality of 
classified demand data records according to at least one attribute 
of the corresponding products and customers, the classified 
demand data having different priorities; and 

performing a second matching operation to match the 
classified demand data with the rematched supply data based on 
the priorities of the classified demand data to obtain a second 
demand-supply matching result. 

(Emphasis added). Claim 1 patently defines over the cited art for at least the reasons 
that the cited art fails to disclose the features emphasized above. In this regard, 



2 



Applicant notes that the cited paragraphs do not disclose the method of claim 1 . More 
specifically, the cited paragraphs do not disclose the classifying step and the second 
matching operation based on the result of the classifying step. 

According to Kaneko (paragraph [0066]), 'if any one of the initially distributed 
amounts of orders placed is not within the corresponding order receivable range of the 
product-producing step, the CPU 42 executes a process of adjusting the distribution of 
the initially distributed amounts of order placement (step S112). ... When the distribution 
adjusting process routine is executed, the CPU 42 calculates adjustments 1, 2, 3, and 
calculates profitability indexes obtained by the adjustments 1-3 (step S200-S210). 
Subsequently, the CPU 42 selects from the adjustments 1-3 an adjustment that 
achieves the greatest profitability index (step S212), and then ends the routine.' 

According to the Office Action and paragraph [0066] of Kaneko, S104 (calculate 
amount of order placement) is construed as the first matching operation of claim 1 ; 
S1 12 (adjust distribution of order placement) is construed as the second matching 
operation of claim 1 ; and the database is construed as an inherent disclosure of the 
classifying step of claim 1 . 

According to Kaneko, the result of S104 (i.e., 'initially distributed amounts of 
orders placed') are simply adjusted in S1 12 (adjust distribution of order placement). No 
classifying procedure is performed on the 'initially distributed amounts of orders placed' 
before the adjusting process routine. The adjusting process routine is performed on the 
'initially distributed amounts of orders placed' that are not processed by any procedure 
similar to the classifying step of the claim 1 . 

On the contrary, claim 1 defines that the unsatisfied demand data in the first 
matching operation is classified according attribute of the product and customer. In 
addition, a second matching operation is performed on the classified demand data 
based on the priorities of the classified demand data . 

Accordingly, Kaneko does not teach a procedure that includes a first matching 
operation and classifying demand unsatisfied by the first matching operation, or a 
second matching operation, performed on the result of the classifying step, as defined in 
claim 1 . For at least this reason, the rejection of claim 1 should be withdrawn. 
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In addition, according to Kaneko (paragraph [0097]), The main location 
designation rule is a rule in which the post-steps are assigned with priorities as 
restricting conditions, and orders from the post-steps are processed in the order of 
descending priorities of the post-steps to supply vehicles or the like to the post-steps.' 
According to Kaneko, post-steps are assigned with priorities. In contrast, according to 
claim 1, the classified demand data are assigned with different priorities. 

After reading the cited paragraphs of Kaneko, one of ordinary skill in the art 
would understand that the 'distribution adjusting process routine' of Kaneko does not 
teach the claimed operation of "classifying unsatisfied demand data," and the 'post- 
steps assigned with priorities' does not teach the claimed operation of "classified 
demand data assigned with different priorities." 

As described, a proper rejection of a claim under 35 U.S.C. §102 requires that a 
single prior art reference disclose each element of the claim. Anticipation requires that 
each and every element of the claimed invention be disclosed in a single prior art 
reference. Kaneko does not disclose each element of the claim 1 . Accordingly, the 
teachings of claim 1 are not anticipated by the cited reference, and the rejections of 
claim 1 should be withdrawn. 

On the same basis as claim 1 , the rejections of claims 9 and 17 should be 
withdrawn. Insofar as claims 2-7 depend from claim 1, claims 10-15 depend from claim 
9, and claims 18-23 depend from claim 17, the rejections of these claims should be 
withdrawn for at least the same reasons. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1596, 
1600 (Fed.Cir. 1988). 

CONCLUSION 

In light of the above remarks having been addressed, it is therefore respectfully 
requested that claims 1-33 be allowed so that the entire case may be passed to early 
issuance. 
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A credit card authorization is provided to cover the fee associated with the 
accompanying Notice of Appeal. No additional fee is believed to be due in connection 
with this submission. If, however, any additional fee is believed to be due, you are 
hereby authorized to charge any such fee to deposit account No. 20-0778. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Daniel R. McClure/ 



Daniel R. McClure 
Registration No. 38,962 
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